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are inclined to do;43 it would appear that it was the warn-
ing from Pourtales which caused the Russian decision to
order general mobilization instead of partial mobilization.
But it was naturally Sazonov's aim, in order to secure Brit-
ish aid, to make it appear that it was a German menace,
and not Austria's upsetting of the balance in the Balkans,
which caused Russia to "hasten her armaments/' as Saz-
onov euphemistically referred to Russia's imminent gen-
eral mobilization. And as -to Schilling's Diary, it is clearly
inaccurate in several respects: in placing the warning from
Pourtales at 3:00 P.M., instead of between 6 and 7 P.M.;
in putting the news of the bombardment of Belgrade after
the warning of Pourtales, instead of earlier during the long
Szapary-Sazonov interview; and in saying not a word of the
latter. Moreover, Dobrorolski's narrative makes no men-
tion of the warning of Pourtales as having any decisive in-
fluence, or of there being any hesitation or delay after lan-
ushkevich returned from Peterhof with the signed ukase,
except the delay caused by getting the signatures of the
three ministers. To be sure, Dobrorblski was a military offi-
cer, more likely to be informed in regard to what was being
done by the General Staff than by the Foreign Office.
, From the somewhat divergent accounts of Schilling's
Diary and Dobrorolski's narrative, and from the summary
of the activities of the Russian diplomatic and military offi-
cials given above, one may conclude that the Tsar in sign-
ing the ukases for general and partial mobilization was still
hesitating in his mind between the two, and expected Ian-
ushkevich to confer with Sazonov before sending out the
order for either, lanushkevich, however, took the Tsar's
assent to general mobilization as an authorization to pro-
ceed with it directly. On returning from Peterhof to St.
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